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EFFECTIVENESS OF A TELEVISION COUNTER ADVERTISB1ENT 

Mass medila attempts at persuasion through commercial advertising 
are naturally , conducted, in a single-:;Dinded, cjamulative fashion, 

§eldom is the wisdom of recominendations made in cosranercial announce- 

1 

roents challenged publicly. Owners and managers of radio and tele- 

visioa,stati4is, for in stance , have not encouraged citizen analysis 

or response to the claims, made by advertisers who pay for commercial 

-time on the airwa^^s. However, this co^ition of ini'onaation monopoly 

*' ' . ' i 

became a worrisome* issue for the nation's broadcast industry in the 

late 1960' s and early 1970 's when the airing of cigarette commercials 
was contested legally by a citizen. A Federal Communications Commis- 
'sit>n (FCC) fairness doctrine complaint was filed against the networks 
^ for their one-si,ded presentation of the health issue related to the^ 
smoking^^L/^garettes. Subsequent action by the FCC requi^red- broad- 
cast states to present "counter ads" which advised viewers not to 
^moke cigarettes, ^For a few years *it was not unusual for television 



viewers to see and hear a message telling them that* Salems were 
"springtime fresh" ^and later to encounter an American Cancer 
Society spot showing h smoker coughing loudly with the message 
that cigarettes can kill. » - 

: • ■ , . ■ . ■_ 

A'he, Cigarette ruling encouraged, consumer groups to take the 
fight against other/etlvironmentalj hazards with, the production of 
"counter ads" on a/variety of Subjects and the simultaneous* filing 
of appropriate fairness complaints. When the FCC realized that the 
continued application of the fairness dactrine to commercial broad-^ 
casting threatened the economic basis of th^'elefitronic media, it. 
advised that the cigarette isswe was to be a special case. ' Undptunted* 
by this, volunteer-based production houses, such as j:he Stem Concern 
in Beverly Hills, Calif., and the Public Media Center in San Fran- 
Cisco, began to turn out a variety of counter ads 1tej.ch challenged 
the advertising of many sponsoring corporations. Thea, in a/move 

4 ^ 

that outraged the broadcasting and advertising industries, the Federal 
Trade Commission^nounced support for the concept of *" counter 
'advertising," but advised that its sisCTer agency, the FCC, was the 
responsible regulatory body since the concept rests on the require- 
ments of the faime,3« doctrine,, an FCC ruling. A .vigorous debate 
ensued with the advertising indu3try claiming that counter advertis- 
ing "would foster Economic inefficiency. . .moreover. .. the paten t ial • 
of counter advertising to reduce ,^rand loyalties supplies* a powerful 
reason against its adfeptioa. " ;Ic is this assertion by the, opponents. 



of counte 



ir advertising that *id /tca(t€ 



^ted in the present investigation. 



% We are concerned with the pptfential effectiveness of counter 
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advertising messages — their ability to influence perceptions of. 

fay^rability toward the brand in question, and their e^ffect on the ^ 
Salience of the brand in the minds of ^udien<;e membiars. v ^ 

Fortunately, there is a 30-year body of* research In persuasion^ 

thtefcty to build upon^^ The*famous wprk by^Hovland* and hjLs associates 



applies to the counter advertising question. Hovland et al. were 

* . * • 

concerned with message sidedness, finding that receivers of toes- 

sages behave differently toward issues When one-sided or tvo-sided* ' 

app»eais are made. • The concept of an "innoculat ion effect" was ^ 

derives! €rom work by Hovland, Jan is and Kelley. They found indi- 

viduals who had been exposed ta both sides pf^an argument (with one 

side refuted), more resistant to later counter persuasion tl^n per- 

sons who had heard only one side of the issue'. The researchers 

"ISuggest that exposure to botfi s,ides of an issue ipakes the ^individual 
more wary the next time he or ,sl5j£ lieaci -advocatlve larigu Theae 
findings, if eKtenied, may be iJertinent to advertising and counter 
advertising. According to the logic , revealed by the researchers 
In persuasion, if the counter advertiser's message can be made 
clear to the audiehce, there may be m6re resistance to the'ad- - 

>ertiser's one-sided pitch at a latet time. In general, the . 
presentation of counter Arguments about the value of piroducp groups 
or brands may lessen th§ Impact of 1^^®^ commercial messages.' 

Further, a two-sided presentation* has b^n found to innoculate' 

effectively even iwhen the negative argument was presented one week. 

' 5 '• • 

following the initial ppsitive argument. This s^aggests thai! con- 

flicting perspectives on the issue need not be -presented in the same 

"^utterance in order to innoculate well. , s!o, in.tadioor television, it 



may not be necessary to include the counter argument 'as, patcN of frhe' 
positive .inessage or follow it inmedia tely . Even if viewed s6mewhac 
later, counter advertising- may prove to be persuasive in its ability 
to lessen the -impact of the initial appe-al. 

Some begitwing anai^^s of g^e ef fectiven^ss-Qf counter advertis- 

ing have beeo made; Hunt has. shown "that in the print media it has 
an ability to significantly decrease attitude favorableness tioward 4 
gasoline product under certain research conditions. O'Keefe studied 
the 'reactions- of audience members to the anti-smoking ads discussed 



above/ Re. concludes thdt these counter ads are greatly limi^ted fn 
their ability to affect behavior. Acdording to O'Keefe, "only tjiose 
persons who are already inclined to give up smoking reported the com- • 
• raercials- as having an/ sigt^^cant effect on them."^ ^ull found / 
only partial support for the hypothesis that subjects exposed to 
an anti-Bayer aspirin message would reduce attitude favorability 
toward the brand more than those who hid hot seen the counter ad.^ 

V . , . 

^ Also, non-users of Bayer were more likely to believe the counter ad 

♦ 10 ' % " 

than Bayer use'rs. The research reported herel^n builds upoh that 



study. 
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METHOD ^ ■ • ' ^ . 

Design of th^ StQdy , A Msearchi format was devised to measure 



the p^rsuasivenes 
brand p4|^farences 



of the anti-Bayer counter advertisement.' Subjects' 
for aspirin products i/ere ascertained. One nionth ' 
later, ^^^jects- ^ re randomly asslgiied t| ^one ^ five treatment groups 
to viev a set of ^oplevision commercials/ Treatment groyps. differed 
as to whether .th^jL viewed a pro-Bayer commercial, a counter-Bayer 
• comme'itial, bothl pro- and counter-Bayex; or neither of these. 

'it 

'6 • 



The order' of creaCtraBnc presentation was also syseem)atl<fally varied. 
^Following viewing, subjects completed a questionnaire which" ascer- 
tain^d the4r attitudes toward Bayer. A measure of traod 'salience 
was also made at this time. Analyses of variance were conducted 
to determine differences between" treatmmt group's^ Dfe tails of these 
design considerations are pre^nted below^ 

Subj ects .^ A total of 109 subjects ^r6m a beginning lAder- 
graduate course in communication at the University of California, 

Santa^ Mrbara, served as .volunteer subjects for the study. 

* , % • 

Treatment Groups , j Subjects were randomly assigned to one of 
* . i * ' 

five treatment groups. The viewing groups differed only in the 

content of the commercial stimuli which were presented: 

Group jS^lI- Five commercials with pro-Bayer presented second 
and counter-Bayer fifth. 

Group j?2. Five comer cial 8 with counter-Bayer presented second 
and pro-Bayer 'fifth. ^ 

Group ^Z. Four commercials with prorBayer presented second. 

Group if4. Four commercials with counter-Bayer presented second. 

Group #5. Three commercials with neither: pro-Bayer nor 
counter-Bayer presented. 

The Commercials . The pro-Bayer commercial was part of a Bayer 

television advertising campaign conducted by Steeling Drug. in 1973. - 

It fe^ures. a distinguished-appearing mm^who instructs that 'Ifbr 

pain, Bayer is proven superioift" The counter-BaVer connnefcial, produced 

at about the same time by the Stern Concern, has Burt»L^ncaster as 

the spokesperson. Holding, a bottle of Bayer aspirin in clear view of 

the camera, he claims that ''there is no scientif ic^evidence to. 
> * 

suggest th^t one brand of , pain" feliever is better for relieving 

/ . r 



pain than any other." - These two ^lessages sijdrply disagree on the 
value and performance of /Bayer aspirin when compared to other nlain 
aspirin remedies. The three filler conanercials which all subjects 

viewed were abo^t unrelated products* and were included in the - , 

' . >j ' ' ' 

sciimilus ^package in order to disguise the intent of the research. • 

^ — ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ — '- 

, Data Gathering Procedures. Subjects were given a consumer nro- 
^ file questionnaire one month prior to the time they viewed the com- 
mercials. A confederate, posing as a- 'researcher interested in buying 
habits, distributed the questionnaire which inquired of the students' 
use pf brands of several household products, including aspirin. 
Subjects were at no time advised that this consumer "study" had any 

■ ' ■mi' % 

relationship to the television viewing which was done, later. The., 
questionnaire provided a convenient means by which B^yer users and 
non-^ers could be identified. - ' . • 

One Djonth l^ter, subject groups viewed the coinmercials on a 
standard color television monitor in a communicjition^^- laboratory. 
After viewing^ subjects in each treatment g^^plwer?' asked to coufc- 
plete a form which inquired o*f their attitudes toward all the 
products advertfised in the commerrtals they saw.. Four validated ^ ' 
Likert-type items were\used fc^r each product presented in the com- 
mercials, including Bayer. In thi^wa^; the degree of subjects' 
attitude favoi^ability toward Bayer following the viewing session,^ 
was ascertained. In order to measure ^ttitude salience toward 
Bayer after, viewing, the new Attitude Pie technique was employed. """^ 
With this instrument, degrees of positive and negative feelings 
toward Bayer were' assessed. By summing these indices, a measure 
of salience was derived. / . . * 
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Following Campi>ell and Stanley ' /advica', we did not risk * 
subject sensitization toward the purpose of the study l^y' pre- 
testing respondents' attitudes, toward Bayer before the viewing ses- 
sions. ' ^s these authors suggest, random sample selection and random- 
ized treatment group assignment .should insure that differ aices - --^ 

* iff ' 

which may exist in post-only ^asurement can he tfeaspnably at^ri- 

^ 12 ' ' 

buted to treatment effect, ^| 

Two weeks 'following viewing of the comxl^rcials in. the treat-^ 
ment gtoups a^d completion of the post-stimulus measures, subjects 
were again asl^ed to complete the saoe Lilt^iLt-type and Attitude Pie 
questionnaires. These provided a test for possible short term 
regression toward initial attitudes, maintenance ^f attitud'e change, 
or'bleeper effect."- 

RESULTS 

- Subjects' "responses to the four Likert items dealing with 
Bayei^ were summed to form scores re,flecting favorability toward 

Bayer. These were subjected to a thcee-way analysis of variance 

\ 

with repeated measures (5 treatments X 2 user groups X 2 measurement' 
times). Results ar^ giveiTin Table 1. 



Insert TaSle 1 about here 

Treatment Effects ; i:he five treatment groups (i.e., thos6 who 
had viewed dif ferent combinations of pro and counter-3ayer ads) 
failed to differ in their attitudes toward Bayer. Nor did treatment 
condition interact with either of the other two independent 
variablef . 



Effects of Subject Hse of Bayer : Subjects in this study who 
were Bayer' users demonstrated signif ica):it4y higher f avorability • 
tpward the brand, than did non-asers. Further, Bayer users failed to 
differ in ^ their support for that brand whether they had seen pro- 

Bayer, coupter-Bayer , .or no aspirin ad^. ^ — 

• ' Effect of Tijie of Measurement ; Subject attitudes were' measured 
at two points in tim e to determine whether groupjs differentiated by treat- 
men-t or brand use varied across time in their^aj^titudes toward the product 
no such interactions were* found. However, an^cixpected significant 
main effect was found on time of measurement. Javorability 
toward. Bayer increased for all subject groups during 'the two ^ 
weeks intervening between the first and se<:op?d measures/ It should 
be jnotec^ that this > difference cx^l^ have been an art;tfact of the 
different Settings u^ed for the ^two measurements. The first took ^ | 
"place in a laboratory in the presence^ of the Senior invest igaVo'r, 
the second' in a classroom without on#* of the investiqgators present. 
It is, of course, ^also possible that"! the treatments employing adver- 
tisements for a variety of products made the subjects thi^k more 
critically about their preference for namer-brand products, thus 
having a depressing effect upon their first measurement scores in 
general. One-way analyses of variance on Like^^t items dealing 
with the nort-aspirin Wis viewed by th<^ subjects shovfed, for two of 
the other three products, a similar increase in favorability of 
attitude from the first to the second measurement (p <\01). 

Salience, the importance subjects attached to their positive 

— ^ - - # • 

and negative at titud|^ toward Bay^r, was analy^zed using the Attitude 



Pie data. .Individual subject salience ifco res for Bayer were com- 
muted 6y sununing ''pdsiavity" "negativity" scores on the Bayer 
, item. I As in the case of ' the sunned Likert scores, salience scores 
owefe subjected to a three-vay analysis of variance w/th repeated - 
measures (5 ttsatraents X 2 user groups X 2 measurement times'^ No 
F ratios, for either main effects or interactions, "approached 

statistical^ significance. ' However, trends in the^ data suggested 
that subjects who saw both the counter aid and the pto-Bayer ad 

may have felt less salience regarding their attitudes toward Bayer 

than those who viewed only the pro or the coun'ter ad. ^ 

'. ' ■' 4 

DISCUSSION * . . r 



This research provides no conclusive evidence that one viewing 
of a television counter advertisement is powerful enough to slgni- 
ficantly ^alter the attitudes of * television viewers toward the 
product/ Of course, this assertion is made with retognition 'of the 
possibility that the research design or measurement instruments may. 
not have been able- to detect possible effects of favorability. 
Hywever, the significant main effects on Liker.t scores of 'favor- 
ability attributable to g^ject use of Bayer and time-of measure-, 

ment indicate thAt the measurement procedure was sufficiently sensi- 

■w - ^ 

tive to detect meaningful ^differences. These findings, along with ' 
the rigorous experimental design controls employed, argue. strongly . 
for the interpretation that failure to find treatment differences 
resulte'd^ from the fact that the treatments did^ not differentially 
affect' attitudes in the subjects. The absence of treatment differ- 
ences on- the dependent variable of salience adds further sOpport .to 
this interpretation; Xs employed here, £He*use of pro- and 

; ^ ' ' •.. / 



coxmter-Bayisr *ads appears to have had no s^scant'ial , effects upon'' 
^MbJ^tM^'' iaVQi;ability o^ salience -of attitude towferd the brand 
un4ei; ta^^stigit^on. . * 

^e- factittfirt -vsers o,f Bay^r ^maintained i a significantly more 

fayoralblVifttitude toward the prot^uct, regardless of- the cotoer-t . ' 

^•13 ' *^ 

cial.s th&y viewed, is consistent with previous , research. , In 

*line with the conaiaonly ^eia>i(fe4 that, attitudes are particularly dif- 

ficult to change, tlsers of tt\is pr^duct»*at least, did not signifi- 

Gently diminish their attitudes toward Bayer even after vising a 

professional counter commercial which was blatantly * critical of the ^ , 

* ' ' ' '» ^ 

Rrodirct. A 

n the ^Ifence- data may have important* iioplicapiops 

"^and should^provoke further research. While 'the F ratios failed to . 

reach significance, there is some su^estipn fhat viewers tended^^to 

reflect a 'higher degree of salience of attitude tov/ard the,'*product 

after they viewed a one-sided' appeal. The presentation of .both ^ 

pro and countef messages may .serve to suppxes& attitude salience. 

PerhapS; a one-aiAied message, either pro or 'con, makes thinking about 

the is§ue (in th^s case the desirability of a particular brand/ 

less tension-pcodocipg, thus permitting a persoYr to assign-^ higher 

< ' / ' , ^ . ' ' * ^ 

deeree'of artitudipal impcrrtance to ft. The psychological i:eaction 

to a two-sided premutation (pro and counter ad within the ^ame 

commer^al cluster) may be that the. issue finds a less salient posi- v 

. . A : ' 

^ tion in the cognitive structure. Further re seatch is required to 

properly test this ription. W^.th the Attitude Pie instrument 

substantial wl thin-group^ variability may-have kept the differences * 

in group scores from reaching statistical, significance. Another 

measurement approach may successfully demonatratfe differences betwe6rf 



- ■* 

■ \ - " \£ , . - ^ 

these gr^s on the salience^dioension. ' , ' - 

■: ^ . ' ' • • , " ' 

This research reveals that a Single qounter'advertisemeift, , 

at least concerning Bayer .aspirin, .d<Jes not cause viewers to . 
lessen appreciably their attitude favorabijity toward the brand. \ 
At. this point, at leas.t, it also appears, that the presentation of 
these messages may not affect subjects' feeliyg^s' regarding* the ^ 
'salience of atWude toward ^ b^l^ ^ ^cay o^f-thff- Mverat.iuB - 
indiistty— that counter adveki:s±ng)|PH||^RL:ely urvderaine the 
marketplace -effectiveness 'of advertised- products— is no tr sup- 
ported "by the present- research. Ofc course, subjects vlewfed" the 

•counter-Bayer commercial only o'rvce in. this study.' The effectivfe- 

. \ ■ -. . . 

ness of a counter advertising media satur^tiorf. campaign has not been 

' • ■ ' ■" . * ' , ' " *" ' * ' . ' 

tested li^ this research and may hald greater! promise £or ^porters 

of -the recent, counter ajj^ertislng i^ovement* » . ' 
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Table L 



Results of Three-Way Analysis of Variance 
(with Repeated Measures) of Llkert Scores 
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4 » 
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AC ^ 

\ ABC^ . 
^ \ C X, syibj w. groups 
\, [error (within) ] 



376.34 
132.93" 
2368. 21 



T 




A' 

1 • 
98 M' 



35.75 



1.A8 



30.26 


1. 


30.26* 


' 9.10 


4' . 


2.28 ' 


■ 0.56 


1 ■ 


0.56. 


12.90' • 


4 


3.-23 


289.22 


98 


2.95 



376.34 *• 15.i7f* 
3 3.23 £-.38 
24.16 p 



-4^.25* 
^0.77.. 

'0.19 
1.09 



ERIC 



